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ü  	  	  No	  signiﬁcance	  between-­‐groups	  in	  ques4onnaires	  
ü  	  	  No	  signiﬁcance	  between-­‐groups	  in	  tac4ng	  words	  
ü  	  	  No	  signiﬁcance	  between-­‐groups	  in	  discomfort	  
ü  	  	  No	  signiﬁcance	  between-­‐groups	  in	  latencies	  
ü  	  	  They	  are	  signiﬁcance	  diﬀerences	  in	  pre-­‐post	  latencies,	  
but	  in	  all	  groups.	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ü  	  105	  undergraduate	  students	  	  
ü  	  Group	  1	  =	  	  27	  
ü  	  Group	  2	  =	  	  27	  
ü  	  Group	  3	  =	  	  26	  
ü  	  Group	  4	  =	  	  25	  
ü  	  Mean	  age	  =	  24,30	  
ü  	  88%	  female,	  12%	  male	  
ü  	  Emo4onal	  Regula4on	  
Ques4onnaire	  (ERQ,	  Gross	  &	  John,	  
2003)	  
ü  Acceptance	  and	  Avoidance	  
Ques4onnaire	  (Hayes	  et	  al.,	  2004)	  
ü  I	  am	  Ques4onnaire	  (LaRossa	  &	  
Loving,	  1991)	  
ü  Experiencing	  of	  Self	  Scale	  (Kanter,	  
Parker	  &	  Kohlenberg,	  2001)	  
ü  So[ware	  Descrip4on.exe	  
ü  So[ware	  Emo4on.exe	  
1	  –	  Assessment	  with	  all	  ques4onnaires	  
2	  –	  Assessment	  of	  tac4ng	  words	  self-­‐referred	  
3	  –	  Assessment	  of	  discomfort	  of	  words	  self-­‐referred	  
4	  –	  Treatment	  with	  verbal	  exercises,	  diﬀerent	  for	  each	  group	  
5	  –	  New	  assessment	  with	  all	  ques4onnaires,	  tac4ng	  and	  	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  discomfort	  with	  all	  posi4ve	  and	  nega4ve	  words	  self-­‐referred	  
ü  	  4	  Groups	  randomized	  
ü  	  Group	  1	  =	  Defusion	  
ü  	  Group	  2	  =	  Direct	  instruc4ons	  
ü  	  Group	  3	  =	  An4-­‐defusion	  
ü  	  Group	  4	  =	  Control	  
ü  2	  Repeated	  measurement	  (pre-­‐post):	  
ü  Ques4onnaires	  (AAQ,	  ERQ,	  EOSS,	  I	  am)	  
ü  Valua4on	  of	  tac4ng	  words	  (Likert	  0-­‐10)	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  15	  posi4ves	  &	  15	  nega4ves	  words	  self-­‐referred	  
ü  Valua4on	  of	  discomfort	  words	  (Likert	  0-­‐10)	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  15	  posi4ves	  &	  15	  nega4ves	  words	  self-­‐referred	  
ü  Response	  latencies	  for	  all	  words	  self-­‐referred	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Figure	  1.-­‐	  Meanss	  of	  the	  4	  groups	  in	  the	  quesYonnaires.	  
They	  are	  not	  signiﬁcance.	  
	  	  	  	  	  From	  Acceptance	  and	  Commitment	  Therapy	  (ACT)	  and	  from	  the	  Rela4onal	  Frame	  Theory	  (RFT),	  the	  defusion	  is	  a	  process	  that	  creates	  a	  new	  verbal	  context	  that	  separates	  the	  func4ons	  of	  words,	  diminishing	  the	  emo4onal	  responses	  or	  discomfort	  with	  those	  words.	  The	  exercise	  of	  “milk-­‐
milk-­‐milk”	  that	  use	  ACT	  is	  a	  typical	  verbal	  task	  to	  get	  that	  defusion.	  Nevertheless,	  it	  is	  not	  clear	  what	  are	  the	  mechanisms	  of	  ac4ng	  in	  this	  type	  of	  verbal	  exercise.	  The	  inﬂuence	  of	  therapist,	  his/her	  instruc4ons	  and	  shaping	  during	  therapy	  could	  be	  one	  of	  those	  key	  variables.	  
	  	  	  	  We	  present	  a	  compara4ve	  study	  with	  4	  experimental	  condi4ons,	  in	  order	  to	  test	  what	  of	  them	  produces	  defusion	  and	  diminishes	  the	  discomfort	  with	  words.	  It	  was	  used	  a	  factorial	  design	  (4x2)	  between	  the	  4	  groups	  and	  pre-­‐post	  comparisons.	  They	  were	  measured	  diﬀerent	  variables:	  
descrip4ve	  valua4on	  of	  words,	  the	  emo4onal	  valua4on	  of	  words,	  and	  4me-­‐latency	  in	  diﬀerent	  sentences	  self-­‐referred.	  They	  had	  been	  used	  a	  set	  of	  phrases	  posi4ves	  and	  nega4ves,	  and	  also	  a	  word	  self-­‐referred	  that	  was	  chosen	  by	  the	  par4cipant.	  Also,	  some	  ques4onaries’	  (AAQ,	  ERQ,	  
EOSS)	  were	  applied	  before	  and	  a[er	  the	  exercises.	  Had	  par4cipated	  105	  students	  randomized	  in	  the	  4	  condi4ons:	  Group	  1	  that	  made	  the	  typical	  defusion	  exercise	  repea4ng	  “milk-­‐milk-­‐milk”	  and	  the	  word	  self-­‐referred;	  Group	  2	  received	  direct	  instruc4ons	  by	  computer	  about	  the	  
independence	  between	  words	  and	  emo4ons;	  Group	  3	  received	  direct	  instruc4ons	  about	  an4-­‐defusion,	  that	  is,	  assuring	  the	  close	  rela4onship	  between	  words	  and	  emo4ons;	  and	  Group	  4	  as	  control	  without	  verbal	  exercises.	  	  
	  	  	  	  The	  results	  did	  not	  show	  diﬀerences	  between	  the	  4	  groups,	  there	  were	  not	  sta4s4cal	  signiﬁcance.	  The	  discomfort	  and	  emo4onal	  valua4on	  of	  sentences	  did	  not	  decrease,	  not	  general	  neither	  self-­‐referred.	  They	  were	  sta4s4cal	  diﬀerences	  in	  the	  pre-­‐post	  latency,	  but	  all	  the	  groups	  showed	  
the	  same	  change	  because	  of	  repe44on	  eﬀect.	  
	  	  	  	  There	  arise	  the	  ques4on	  of	  diﬀerences	  with	  the	  Masuda	  experiments	  (2004,	  2009,	  2010),	  that	  found	  to	  decrease	  in	  discomfort	  of	  self-­‐referred	  words.	  We	  think	  our	  experiment	  was	  best	  controlled,	  with	  four	  condi4ons	  including	  control,	  measurement	  pre-­‐post,	  more	  number	  of	  s4muli,	  
and	  applied	  to	  computer	  without	  verbal	  interven4on	  of	  the	  researcher.	  Our	  study	  is	  a	  direct	  replica4on	  of	  Masuda	  experiments,	  genng	  beoer	  the	  experimental	  control,	  but	  the	  supposed	  eﬀects	  of	  defusion	  did	  not	  appear.	  
Defusion	  
Exercise	  “milk-­‐milk-­‐milk”	  
Direct	  instruc:ons	  
“Milk	  is	  only	  a	  words,	  it	  is	  not	  the	  emoYon”	  
“Your	  emoYon	  is	  a	  words,	  it’s	  not	  the	  emoYon”	  
“EmoYons	  and	  words	  are	  diﬀerent	  things”	  
An:-­‐defusion	  
“Milk	  is	  more	  than	  word,	  milk	  is	  the	  emoYon	  produced”	  
“Your	  emoYons	  are	  words	  and	  also	  produce	  emoYons”	  
“Words	  and	  emoYons	  are	  together,	  they	  have	  the	  same	  
eﬀects”	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Figure	  2.-­‐	  Meanss	  of	  the	  4	  groups	  in	  the	  valoraYon	  of	  tacts	  words	  self-­‐referred,	  and	  latency	  in	  those	  
words.	  They	  are	  not	  signiﬁcance.	  
Figure	  3.-­‐	  Means	  of	  the	  4	  groups	  in	  the	  valoraYon	  of	  emoYonal	  discomfort,	  and	  latency	  in	  those	  words.	  
They	  are	  not	  signiﬁcance.	  
ü  	  	  The	  exercise	  of	  defusion	  “milk-­‐milk-­‐milk”	  doesn’t	  decrease	  discomfort,	  
neither	  valora4on	  of	  words,	  neither	  latency,	  for	  words	  self-­‐referred.	  
ü  It	  doesn’t	  reply	  the	  eﬀect	  from	  Masuda	  et	  al.	  (2009)	  and	  Keogh	  (2008)	  
ü  This	  experiment	  control	  eﬀects	  of	  instruc4ons,	  therapist	  and	  placebo	  
eﬀects.	  The	  control	  pre-­‐post	  showed	  a	  non	  genuine	  eﬀect	  of	  group.	  
ü  The	  emo4onal	  eﬀect	  of	  defusion	  is	  not	  clear.	  
